jurors will convict defendants based solely or in large part on hearsay statements by a witness who is unavailable to testify and be cross-examined.
One of the main reasons the need for hearsay arose in child abuse cases is because the child victim/witness may be considered "unavailable" to testify. There are different conditions under which a child would be judged unavailable: The child is deemed incompetent (too young to understand the obligations of a witness; Burton & Myers, 1992) , or testifying is judged to be unduly traumatic to the child (Goodman et al., 1992) . Related to the second condition, hearsay provides a means to protect children from the stress of testifying face-to-face with the defendant. In some countries, such as Israel, "child interviewers" regularly testify in place of child victims of abuse, and in other countries, such as England, videotapes of children's forensic interviews are frequently admitted into evidence in place of children's live testimony (Bottoms & Goodman, 1996) . In the United States, at times, a forensic interviewer or a police officer who observed a forensic interview is permitted to testify instead of or in addition to the child (Mason, 1992) . Moreover, in the United States, forensic interviews of children in abuse cases are sometimes recorded on videotape and presented at trial (Myers, Redlich, Goodman, Prizmich, & Imwinkelried, 1999) . However, no research exists to compare the effects of these various forms of hearsay (e.g., police-hearsay witness 1 vs. videotaped hearsay forensic interview).
Many questions remain unanswered because of this paucity of research. For example, do jurors react differently to seeing on videotape a child who describes abuse as opposed to hearing testimony from an adult who repeats the child's words? In the former situation, the jurors can evaluate the child's words, but also the child's affect, demeanor, body movement, and full range of nonverbal communication. In contrast, in the situation where an adult repeats the child's out-of-court disclosure, the jurors never actually see the child. All the jurors have to go on is the adult's repetition of the child's words, coupled perhaps with the adult's description of the child's behavior. Moreover, if a videotaped interview is presented at trial and jurors are then permitted to review the tape during deliberations, there is the chance that jurors will place particular emphasis on the interview in their deliberations. The present study was designed to investigate these issues.
HEARSAY
The primary controversy surrounding hearsay evidence concerns the 6th Amendment, specifically, the right of the defendant in a criminal prosecution to face his or her accuser. Allowing another person to testify in lieu of the child denies the defendant the right to confront the child and cross-examine his/her accuser directly. Relatedly, concerns exist about the accuracy of hearsay (Warren, Smith, & Nunez, 2000) . For instance, it is felt that the act of confronting the accused compels the victim/witness to tell the truth (Coy v. Iowa, 1988) , and that the admission of hearsay negates this compulsion. An additional argument against hearsay involves the judge and jury being unable to form their own opinion of the veracity and spontaneity of the child's statements because another person testifies in the child's place (Higgins, 1988) .
Although the general rule is that hearsay is inadmissible in court, there are exceptions to the rule, and these exceptions play a key role in child abuse litigation. If an exception applies, jurors are permitted to consider a child's description of abuse despite the fact that the description is hearsay. Indeed, a child's hearsay is sometimes the most powerful evidence of abuse. Among the numerous hearsay exceptions, two that find frequent application in child abuse litigation are the excited utterance exception (Federal Rule of Evidence 803(2)) (i.e., for statements made spontaneously in reaction to a startling event), and the exception for statements made for purposes of receiving medical treatment or diagnosis (Federal Rule of Evidence 803(4)). In regard to the latter exception, it is believed that people are unlikely to lie to medical personnel when treatment depends on the veracity of their statements. These two exceptions have existed for many years, and are not specific to children.
In addition to the traditional hearsay exceptions, most states and the federal courts have so-called residual or catchall exceptions that allow admission of any reliable hearsay that does not meet the requirements of one of the traditional exceptions (Weinstein, Berger, & McLaughlin, 1998) . Beginning in Washington State in 1982, a majority of state legislatures enacted special catchall exceptions for reliable hearsay in child abuse cases (Washington Revised Code § 9A.44.110, 1998) . Videotaped interviews are often admitted under exceptions such as the residual and child hearsay exceptions.
When a child's hearsay is offered under a traditional exception such as that for excited utterances, the judge determines whether the hearsay meets the requirement of the exception. If so, the judge admits the hearsay for the jury's consideration. With traditional exceptions, the judge generally does not conduct a separate inquiry into the reliability of the hearsay. With residual and child hearsay exceptions, by contrast, the judge makes a searching inquiry into the reliability of the particular hearsay statement. Only if the judge concludes that the hearsay is reliable does the judge entrust the hearsay to the jury.
RESEARCH ON HEARSAY
Legal scholars and research psychologists have conducted empirical studies on hearsay evidence (e.g., Golding, Sanchez, & Sego, 1997; Myers et al., 1999; Rakos & Landsman, 1992; Schuller, 1995) and have found mixed results. For example, Miene, Park, and Borgida (1992) asked mock jurors to watch a videotaped mock trial regarding a stolen computer. Compared with jurors in a hearsay-only condition, jurors in an eyewitness-only condition were more likely to find the defendant guilty and rated the key witness (eyewitness vs. hearsay witness) as more important and reliable. In comparison to jurors who were not exposed to hearsay but asked to predict its usefulness, jurors in the hearsay-only condition rated hearsay testimony significantly less useful in their decision-making (see also Bull Kovera, Parke, & Penrod, 1992) . In a study by Paglia and Schuller (1998) , jurors read testimony from an eyewitness or a hearsay witness within the context of a murder trial. The testimony was exactly the same in content except one was a first-hand eyewitness account, and the other was a second-hand hearsay account. Although Paglia and Schuller did not compare credibility ratings for the eyewitness versus hearsay witness, jurors who read eyewitness testimony compared with jurors who read hearsay testimony were significantly more likely to find the defendant guilty of first-degree murder. Overall, these studies suggest that eyewitness testimony from an adult is given greater weight in jurors' minds than hearsay testimony.
Perhaps of most relevance to the present research are two studies on jurors' reactions to hearsay in child sexual abuse cases. Tubb, Wood, and Hosch (1999) examined the effects of hearsay and suggestive interviewing techniques on mock jurors' perceptions of defendant guilt. Tubb et al. found that whether mock jurors read the child's direct testimony or the police officer's indirect testimony of the child's pretrial interview did not significantly influence decisions of defendant guilt or witness credibility. Similarly, Golding et al. (1997) varied whether mock jurors read a female child sexual-assault victim's testimony directly (i.e., read a statement from the victim herself), the testimony of an adult-hearsay witness, or testimony of both the victim and an adult-hearsay witness. Golding et al. found that regardless of how the testimony was presented, the testimony was equally believable. Thus, Tubb et al. (1999) and Golding et al. (1997) did not find significant differences between the credibility of hearsay versus eyewitness testimony from a child. These findings stand in contrast to those cited earlier when the credibility of adult eyewitness testimony was compared to that of hearsay, albeit for crimes other than sexual assault. In any case, it should be noted that virtually all studies on hearsay involved written trial scenarios; thus mock jurors were not exposed to realistic stimuli (e.g., an elaborately staged mock trial; an actual child victim), which could affect the findings.
The admission of hearsay testimony remains controversial and empirical research on jurors' perceptions of hearsay testimony is beginning to amass. Thus far, studies on hearsay suggest that (a) adult eyewitnesses tend to be rated as more reliable and accurate than hearsay witnesses and (b) child victim-witnesses tend not to be rated as any more reliable or accurate than adult-hearsay witnesses. However, at this point in our knowledge, it is still unclear how the presentation of hearsay via an adult-hearsay witness affects guilt verdicts because of differences in the age of the eyewitness, the status of the eyewitness (bystander vs. victim), the realism of the stimuli, and the type of case. Moreover, few studies have examined the effects of hearsay in the form of videotaped out-of-court statements, despite increasing pressure on jurisdictions to videotape forensic interviews.
RESEARCH RELEVANT TO VIDEOTAPED HEARSAY
What is known about the effects of presenting videotaped forensic interviews of children at trial? Preliminary studies in England indicate that trained court observers rated children who testified via videotaped interview as less anxious than children who testified live and rated interviewers who questioned children on videotape as more accommodating and more supportive toward the children than attorneys who questioned children live in court (Davies, Wilson, Mitchell, & Milsom, 1995) . Davies et al. (1995) reported no statistically significant difference in the number of guilty verdicts when jurors in actual trials were presented with videotaped versus live testimony. The authors concluded that videotaped testimony had no less of an impact than live testimony. As far as we know, there is no empirical research on the effects of reviewing a videotaped forensic interview during deliberations, although courts worry that jurors will give too much attention to videotaped evidence available for review during deliberations (Myers, 1998) .
Although many studies of jurors' reactions to child witnesses have utilized videotaped testimony as a part of their procedure (e.g., Swim, Borgida, & McCoy, 1993) , few have compared observing videotaped testimony with other forms of testimony in regard to witness credibility and judgments of defendant guilt. Perhaps the closest area of research concerns effects of child testimony via closed-circuit television (CCTV), which is similar to videotaped interviews in that CCTV testimony is shown on a television monitor (videotaped interviews, of course, are different from CCTV testimony because videotaped interviews are hearsay, whereas CCTV testimony is not). Studies indicate that compared to regular trial conditions, when children testify via CCTV (a) children are rated as less credible (e.g., less believable, less intelligent, less accurate); (b) mock jurors are less likely to convict predeliberation, at least when jurors are exposed primarily to child testimony in the trial; and (c) no significant effects on verdicts emerge postdeliberations (Goodman, Tobey, et al., 1998; Lindsay, Ross, Lea, & Carr, 1995; Orcutt, Goodman, Tobey, BattermanFaunce, & Thomas, 2000; Ross et al., 1994) .
In summary, previous studies comparing different modalities of testimony have generally found that children who testify live may be viewed more favorably than those who do not testify live. In the end, however, mock jurors at postdeliberation are no more or less likely to convict the defendant when the child witness is physically available or not, although jurors may be more likely to convict at predeliberation when the child testifies live in court. However, researchers have discovered other factors that influence decisions of defendant guilt, a subset of which are discussed next.
ADDITIONAL FACTORS AFFECTING DEFENDANT GUILT
In addition to examining jurors' reactions to two forms of hearsay, it is also of interest to examine other factors that may be associated with guilty verdicts. Based on former research, we were particularly concerned with the following three factors: child believability, case details, and juror gender. In mock jury studies involving child sexual abuse cases, believability of the child is often the strongest predictor of defendant guilt (e.g., Goodman, Tobey, et al., 1998; Schmidt & Brigham, 1996) . However, there are many variables that influence whether the child is believed. In particular, how a child discloses abuse, and the manner in which the disclosure was obtained can affect child-witness believability. For example, preschoolers are often seen as less believable than older children and adults because of inconsistencies in their disclosures (see Goodman, Emery, & Haugaard, 1998 , for a review). Similarly, the type of interview question can affect witness credibility. Tubb et al. (1999) found that jurors were less likely to convict defendants when children's disclosure was elicited through suggestive and leading interviewing techniques (see also Kalra & Heath, 1997) . There is also concern that children may not fully disclose abuse (Goodman, Batterman-Faunce, Schaaf, & Kenney, in press) , which could in turn affect their believability. Thus, we expected that how mock jurors perceived the child's disclosures and the manner in which the disclosures were elicited would influence whether mock jurors believed the child, and that perceived child believability would influence whether the jurors voted to convict the defendant.
The second factor investigated in the present study concerns case details or the evidence presented during trial. In one study, evidence/case detail (e.g., physical evidence and use of a weapon) was found to have a greater influence on juror decision making in sexual assault cases than victim and defendant characteristics (Visher, 1987) . Specifically, evidence and case characteristics accounted for 34% of the variance explaining guilt verdicts, whereas defendant and victim characteristics explained only an additional 8% of the variance. Case details in the form of corroboration of children's statements has also been found to enhance ratings of child believability (Duggan et al., 1989) . Therefore, in the present study, it was hypothesized that increased consideration of case details would positively affect witness believability and likelihood of voting guilty.
Finally, we also investigated relations between guilt and juror gender. Several consistent results have been noted for sexual assault cases in regard to juror gender. First, women are more likely than men to convict defendants, particularly male defendants (Gabora, Spanos, & Joab, 1993; Swim et al., 1993) . Second, and related to the first finding, is that women tend more than men to rate victims favorably and defendants unfavorably in adult rape cases, as well as in child sexual abuse cases (Borgida & Brekke, 1985; Schmidt & Brigham, 1996) . For instance, in mock child sexual abuse trials, women are less likely than men to consider alleged child victims to be suggestible (Bottoms & Goodman, 1994; Goodman, Tobey, et al., 1998) . Finally, men and women differ in constructs related to judgments made in child sexual abuse cases, such as empathy for child victims and attitudes related to child sexual assault. Again, women are generally more provictim and empathetic toward children than men are (Bottoms, 1993) .
In a study that examined the relation between hearsay and juror gender, Tubb et al. (1999) did not find a significant relation between juror gender and defendant guilt. However, women were more likely to recommend the defendant serve the maximum sen-tence, whereas men were more likely to recommend a minimum sentence with the possibility of parole for good behavior. In the present study, male jurors compared to female jurors were expected to be more concerned about children's suggestibility and less likely to vote guilty, regardless of whether the child's testimony was presented in videotaped form or via an adult-hearsay witness.
In summary, several factors influence whether jurors vote guilty or not guilty. In research on child sexual abuse cases (in which child victims' statements are often the main evidence presented), child believability is particularly important. Child believability may be influenced by jurors' views about the likelihood that children fully disclosed abuse or were suggestively interviewed. However, case evidence can also play an important role in jurors' decision making. Extralegal factors, such as juror gender, may influence judgments of child believability and defendant guilt.
THE PRESENT STUDY
The present experiment was designed to explore mock jurors' perceptions of two forms of hearsay concerning children who allege sexual abuse. The study did not examine the effects of hearsay versus in-court testimony on jurors' perceptions, but rather compared two important forms of hearsay. Mock jurors either observed a videotape of an actual forensic interview from a real child sexual abuse case or observed testimony from a police officer (actor) who repeated the child's statements from the forensic interview. Mock jurors in the latter group did not see the videotaped interview.
Three trial conditions were created regarding each child. In the videotape condition, mock jurors observed a simulated trial during which an actual videotaped forensic interview between an alleged child victim/witness and a trained social worker was presented. Parents of the alleged victims, in consultation with their child and the agency, gave their informed consent to use the videotapes. In the videotape-deliberation condition, jurors observed the same forensic interview and then had access to the videotape during deliberations. In the police-officer condition, jurors observed a police-officer actor who verbally presented to jurors the verbatim contents of the interview between the child and the social worker. Thus, the study consisted of a between-subject design with three levels of trial condition: videotape, videotape-deliberation, and police-officer conditions.
2 Following the trial, both before and after deliberations, jurors rated the defendant's guilt and whether the alleged crime occurred. Jurors' perceptions of child and adult-hearsay witnesses' credibility were also examined. In addition, jurors rated the importance of various factors (e.g., case evidence) to believing or not believing key witnesses.
A path analytic model concerning the influences of trial condition, juror gender, case details, child's disclosure before trial, child suggestibility, and child believability on judgments of predeliberation defendant guilt was tested (see Figure 1) . Specifically, the model tested the following predictions, which were based on previous research. First, a direct relation was predicted between trial condition and jurors' ratings of children's disclosures of abuse before trial (disclosures made during the forensic interview). That is, jurors in the police-officer condition, compared to jurors in the videotape conditions, were predicted to view the child as more likely to have omitted details during the forensic interview with the social worker because the jurors would be unable to see and hear the child's responses. Second, jurors in the videotape conditions compared to jurors in the police officer condition were predicted to consider children's suggestibility as more important in their decisions to believe children because they would be able to directly evaluate the leading or nonleading nature of the interviews and the susceptibility of children to suggestion. The first and second predictions are consistent with former research suggesting that eyewitness testimony is perceived more favorably than hearsay testimony (Bull Kovera et al., 1992) , and with previous research suggesting that triers of fact prefer to observe children recount events themselves, which a videotaped interview would allow, whereas an adult testifying in lieu of the child would not (e.g., Higgins, 1988) .
Third, a direct relation was predicted between gender and child suggestibility judgments. Specifically, men were expected to be more likely than women to rate children's suggestibility as important in their decisions not to believe children's statements. Also women compared to men were predicted to be more concerned with children's possible lack of full disclosure of sexual abuse.
Fourth, jurors' ratings concerning case details, children's disclosures, and child suggestibility were expected to be related to child believability. Jurors who placed more importance on case details (which tended to corroborate the children's disclosures of abuse), such as whether the defendant had the opportunity to commit the crime, were predicted to rate the child as more believable than jurors who placed less importance on case details. Jurors who had doubts about whether the child fully disclosed (e.g., that the child was too frightened to tell the social worker what really happened) were expected to find the children less believable. Also jurors who considered the child's suggestibility to be more important in their decisions not to believe the child were expected to rate the children as less believable.
Fifth, ratings of child believability were expected to directly influence ratings of guilt. That is, jurors who found the child more believable were predicted to be more likely to vote to convict the defendant than jurors who found the child less believable. Direct effects of case details and juror gender on defendant guilt were also predicted. Case details (such as whether the defendant had a history of perpetrating child sexual abuse) would be expected to influence guilt judgments over and above the child's testimony. Regarding juror gender, previous research suggests that women are more likely than men to view defendants as guilty, and thus a direct relation between gender and guilt was expected.
METHOD

Participants
A total of 170 community mock jurors (41% male) participated in the study. Mock jurors' ages ranged from 18 to 88 years (M = 36 years). Half of the mock jurors had children, and the average reported amount of contact with children, on a scale from 1 (very little contact) to 6 (a lot of contact), was 4.91. Mock jurors varied in level of education and ethnicity (74% Caucasian, 13% African American, 4% Hispanic, 5% Asian American, and 4% Other). Eleven jurors were excluded from analyses because (a) they did not qualify to serve on a U.S. jury (e.g., were not citizens or had a felony record) or (b) more than 12 people came to the mock trial session. Jury size ranged from 7 to 12 jurors, with an overall average of 11 jurors. A total of 15 trials were conducted, 5 trials for each of the 3 trial conditions.
A research marketing firm was employed to recruit mock jurors from voter-registration lists using scripts written by the study's primary investigators. Potential mock jurors were asked if they would be interested in being paid to participate in a mock-trial study. Once individuals expressed interest, a series of questions was asked to ensure that individuals were qualified to participate as mock jurors. Specifically, the mock jurors had to be 18 years or older, U.S. citizens, unfamiliar with anyone who participated in the study before, fluent in English, and able to read. In addition, the mock jurors could not be police officers, attorneys, judges, or convicted felons. These qualifi- cations ensured that individuals selected to participate met the requirements of serving on a real jury and were naive to the study's goals. Potential participants who met these qualifications were then told that the topic of the mock trial would be one of the following: burglary, murder, international drug trafficking, child sexual exploitation, child battery, or embezzlement of public funds. This list was included for ethical reasons so that participants would be aware that the mock trial might concern child sexual abuse but would be unlikely to self-select based on the topic of child abuse. Mock jurors were randomly assigned to one of the three trial conditions (police-officer condition, n = 51 jurors; videotape condition, n = 53 jurors; and videotape deliberation, n = 55 jurors), with the restriction of maintaining an approximately equal number of men and women per trial. For their participation, which took approximately 4 hours, jurors were monetarily compensated.
Trial Stimuli
Trial scripts were developed by the principal investigators, one of whom is an attorney. The scripts were based in large part on the children's real cases. Each trial script contained opening statements and closing arguments, direct-and cross-examination of witnesses, and judge's instructions. Scripts were written to conform to U.S. courtroom procedures in actual child sexual abuse trials. Law students assumed the roles of judge, attorneys, witnesses, and defendants for the mock trials. We attempted to eliminate the possible confound of acting ability by counterbalancing the position of law students in the roles of prosecuting and defense attorney.
The forensic interview. Five videotaped forensic interviews conducted by trained social workers were used as the hearsay stimuli in the study. The children were between 4 and 7 years of age. Four females and one male victim/witness were interviewed.
3 The interviews were obtained from two child protection centers in the United States, one located in the northwest and the other in the southeast. None of the interviews included highly coercive or highly suggestive questioning, but some leading questions and controversial techniques (anatomical dolls) were employed. Precautions were taken to ensure that the confidentiality of the children and their families was maintained throughout the study; thus last names were changed, and some circumstances were altered for purposes of the mock trial.
For each child's case, information about case characteristics, such as circumstances surrounding the alleged abuse, physical evidence, and police reports, was obtained. To enhance generalizability, the five cases used as stimuli differed in several respects (e.g., age of the child, type of abuse, and the circumstances surrounding the alleged abuse incidents and disclosures). Each case was used once across the three trial conditions.
Case 1 involved a 4-year-old girl. During the interview with the social worker, the 4-year-old spontaneously disclosed that her half-brother had forced her to orally copulate him. A police officer testified that the defendant lived with the victim for a 5-month period, during which time the alleged abuse occurred.
4 A medical doctor testified that there was no physical evidence. The defendant did not testify.
In Case 2, a 4-year-old boy claimed that his biological mother and the mother's boyfriend had sexually abused him. The mother was not a defendant, only the mother's boyfriend. In the interview, the alleged victim acted out sexually by incessantly asking to see the social worker's breasts and for a kiss. Anatomically detailed dolls were used in the interview and the child demonstrated fellatio on one of the dolls. A police officer testified as to whom was living in the house with the victim at the time of the alleged incident and explained how the victim and defendant knew one another. A medical doctor testified that there was no physical evidence. The defendant testified, denying all wrongdoing.
In Case 3, the child was a 7-year-old girl who accused her biological father of sexual intercourse. A police officer testified that the defendant had been accused (although not convicted) of molesting a 10-year-old girl 3 years prior to this allegation, information admissible as uncharged misconduct. Juries were instructed by the judge to use the information about the defendant's uncharged misconduct only to determine if a characteristic method, plan, or scheme was evident in both the prior and present accusations. In addition, the defense attorney claimed that there was a custody dispute over the alleged victim and implied that the mother coached the child to make the allegation. A medical doctor testified that there was a notch on the alleged victim's hymen consistent with penetration of an adult penis. The defendant did not testify.
Case 4 involved a 4-year-old girl who alleged that her paternal uncle had fondled her genitals while baby-sitting her. The child's mother had discovered her daughter and the defendant in a locked room, with the child crying. During the interview, the child recanted her statement. A police officer testified that he was the investigating officer in the case and that he had attended and observed the forensic interview. A child psychologist testified that children this age are often inconsistent and recantations are not uncommon in cases of child sexual assault. The defendant testified and denied touching the victim inappropriately.
Finally, in Case 5, the 5-year-old female victim claimed her paternal uncle sodomized her, forced her to perform fellatio, and penetrated her vagina with his penis. The child's mother testified that her daughter recently began to have nightmares, wet the bed, and express an intense fear of the defendant. A police officer testified that he discovered child pornography in the defendant's bedroom and that the alleged victim's father (not the defendant) had been convicted of sexual assault 10 years previously. In addition, a medical doctor testified that the physical exam was normal and that nightmares and wetting the bed were symptoms consistent with sexual abuse. The defendant did not testify.
Questionnaires
A demographic questionnaire was included to obtain basic information about participant age, gender, marital status, occupation, ethnic identity, and educational background.
Predeliberation questionnaire. This questionnaire was developed specifically for the present study to assess jurors' perceptions following the trial but before deliberating. The first question asked was "Do you believe the defendant is not guilty or guilty as charged?" and required a dichotomous guilty/not guilty judgment. Participants were also asked to rate their confidence of guilt or innocence (1 = very confident of innocence, 5 = very confident of guilt). Most questions were followed by Likert-type scales ranging from 1 to 6. A not applicable option was often provided. Questions included "How likely is it that the defendant committed the alleged act of sexual abuse on the child?" (1 = extremely unlikely, 6 = extremely likely), and "How accurate were the child's statements?" (1 = extremely inaccurate, 6 = extremely accurate). In addition, several questions were included concerning the importance of various factors that led mock jurors to believe or not believe the child, the police officer, and other witnesses (1 = extremely important for my decision to believe, 6 = extremely important for my decision not to believe). The majority of the questions remained the same across all three conditions, although some were slightly rephrased or omitted, as appropriate for the trial condition (see Table 1 ).
Postdeliberation questionnaire. This questionnaire was designed to examine jurors' perceptions following deliberations. Most questions were the same as those on the predeliberation questionnaire, although this questionnaire was much briefer. Jurors were again asked if they thought the defendant was guilty, how fair the trial was overall, and how believable, accurate, and credible were the child and adult-hearsay witness.
Procedure
On arrival at the law school moot courtroom, mock jurors were greeted by a research assistant and escorted to the jury room. A trial was conducted if at least six adults were present to serve as jurors. When more than 12 jurors arrived and were eligible (e.g., U.S. citizens), 12 jurors were randomly selected with the qualification that there were as close to equal numbers of men and women in the group as possible.
Before the trial began, mock jurors were introduced to the study by being given a brief explanation of its general purpose and an outline of juror activities. Specifically, they were told that the purpose of the study was to determine how to improve certain types of legal proceedings, particularly those that involve children. It was then explained that the mock trial was based on a real case of alleged sexual abuse and that the mock jurors would hear the exact words the child said to the social worker when disclosing sexual abuse. Participants were given the option to withdraw from the study if they felt uncomfortable with the topic of the trial. No participants opted to withdraw. Participants were not told about the specific trial condition manipulations.
Participants were informed that they would be videotaped and/or observed throughout their participation, and consent was obtained. Next, jurors were given the demographic questionnaire to complete. Once the trial was ready to begin, participants were instructed that they could not take notes during the trial and were then escorted into the courtroom by the bailiff.
As mentioned above, the design of the study included three trial conditions. Mock jurors in the videotape and videotape-deliberation conditions observed the trial together because, prior to deliberations, the stimuli and procedures for both conditions were identical. Mock jurors in these two conditions did not deliberate together, however. Mock jurors in the police-officer condition observed a separate trial.
The trials, each of which lasted approximately 60 minutes, were designed to be as realistic as possible given time constraints. The moot courtroom where the trials were held was similar to a typical courtroom. The actors (law students) portraying the judge and attorneys were appropriately attired (e.g., judicial robes, suits), and the attorneys and defendant sat at a counsel table. The actors serving as judge, attorneys, and witnesses were rehearsed to ensure that their por- trayal was consistent with that seen in actual trials. The mock jurors sat in the jury box. The judge administered the oath to witnesses, attorneys made opening statements and closing arguments, witnesses were subjected to direct and cross-examination, documents were marked and offered, and objections were raised, argued, and ruled upon by the judge. After both sides rested, the judge instructed the jury, using standard jury instructions (e.g., guilty beyond a reasonable doubt, presumption of innocence), and also informed jurors that the child did not testify in person in this trial because the court has ruled that the child is unavailable as a witness. You are instructed that you are not to concern yourselves with the reason for the child's unavailability. You saw a videotape [You heard a portion of the interview of the child]. The videotape [interview] is evidence in this case.
Several general features of the mock trials were consistent across the five cases: (a) In all trial conditions, a police officer testified to case characteristics (e.g., in Case 3, the police officer offered details about a prior sexual abuse allegation concerning the defendant); (b) in the police-officer condition, the attorney and/or police officer (the adult-hearsay witness) stated the exact questions asked during the forensic interview, and the police officer presented verbatim the child's answers and any additional forensic-interview statements or reactions made by the child; (c) in the videotape conditions, a videotape of the forensic interview of the child was presented; (d) the defendant was male; and (e) the defendant pled "not guilty."
It is important to note that during the trial the police officer testified verbatim to what the child said during the forensic interview. Thus, jurors in the two videotape and police-officer conditions all heard exactly what the child said. However, jurors in the videotape conditions both saw and heard the child, whereas jurors in the police-officer condition only heard what the child said via the adult-hearsay witness (the police officer).
After the mock trial, jurors were escorted to a jury room and instructed not to discuss the case until it was time to deliberate. Once predeliberation questionnaires were completed, deliberations began. One mock juror was randomly selected to be the foreperson of the jury. Jurors were instructed that they had up to 60 minutes to deliberate and that the goal was to reach a unanimous decision. Mean deliberation time was 47 minutes (range = 20 to 60 minutes). After deliberating, mock jurors completed the postdeliberation questionnaire. At the end of the study, participants were debriefed and paid. a. Scored as 1 (extremely negative/unlikely) to 6 (extremely positive/likely).
b. Scored as 1 (extremely important in my decision to believe the witness) to 6 (extremely important in my decision not to believe the witness). c. Scored as 1 (very likely child fully disclosed) to 6 (very unlikely child fully disclosed). d. Scored as 1 (extremely important in my decision not to believe the witness) to 6 (extremely important in my decision to believe the witness).
RESULTS
Predeliberation Ratings
For all predeliberation analyses, participants' responses from the videotape and videotape-deliberation conditions were combined because, prior to deliberations, participants in these two conditions were treated identically. When dichotomous data (i.e., guilt verdicts) were involved, the analyses conformed to the conditions specified by Lunney (1970) to ensure F-statistics are robust with respect to Type I errors and power.
To condense the number of variables for child and adult-hearsay witnesses, two separate principal component factor analyses with varimax rotation were conducted with all questions relating to witness credibility. Factor analyses were performed separately for child witnesses and adult-hearsay witnesses because there were a few questions asked about adult-hearsay witnesses that were not asked about child witnesses, although most questions were parallel. For example, mock jurors were asked how important the police officer's in-court eye contact with the defendant was in their assessment of believing the police officer's testimony. This question could not be asked in relation to child witnesses because the child never testified live in court. Eight factors emerged for child witnesses and five for adult-hearsay witnesses, all with eigenvalues exceeding 1.0. Using the factorial groups created from the principal components analyses, mean composite scores were created. Table 1 lists the variables included in each factor, factor loadings, and coefficient alphas.
It was predicted that jurors in the videotape versus police-officer conditions and female versus male jurors would view child and adult-hearsay witnesses more favorably and be more likely to vote guilty. Defendant guilt ratings, confidence-of-guilt ratings, and the 13 composite scores were individually entered as dependent measures into a series of separate 2 (trial condition: videotape vs. police-officer) × 2 (juror gender) ANOVAs. The main effect of trial condition was not significant for predeliberation ratings of guilt, but two main effects of trial condition emerged concerning witness credibility. First, jurors in the police-officer condition, M = 3.86, in comparison to jurors in the videotape conditions, M = 3.43, thought it significantly more likely that the child did not tell the social worker everything that happened concerning the abuse during the forensic interview (doubts about child's full disclosure), F(1, 151) = 4.89, p = .03. Second, in comparison to jurors in the police-officer condition (M = 2.55), jurors in the two videotape conditions (M = 2.10) rated issues relevant to the forensic interview with the social worker (social worker interview of child) as significantly more important in their decision to believe the adult-hearsay witness, F (1, 139) = 5.63, p = .02. Within this factor were questions concerning the way the child was interviewed by the social worker, whether the social worker used suggestive questions, and the possibility of the child being coached before the forensic interview. Thus, when jurors could see for themselves the way the child was interviewed and what types of questions were asked, these issues became more important in their decisions to believe the police officer. Consistent with our prediction, the later result suggests that jurors were less concerned with the child's suggestibility when jurors viewed the videotape, although it is interesting that the finding concerned the police officer's credibility.
In regard to gender, a significant main effect emerged for guilt ratings. As predicted, women (M = .76) were significantly more likely to vote guilty than men (M = .55), F(1, 153) = 7.43, p = .007. Women, (M = 3.92) were also significantly more confident of their guilt verdicts in comparison to men (M = 3.53), F(1, 153) = 3.80, p = .05. There were no significant juror gender differences in regard to witness credibility ratings and no significant interactions between trial condition and juror gender.
Path analytic model. The composite scores for case details, doubts about child's full disclosure, child suggestibility, and child believability, as well as trial condition and juror gender, were entered hierarchically into a standard path model (using ordinary least squares regression) to predict predeliberation defendant guilt. As stated earlier, these factors were chosen because past research has indicated that they relate to predeliberation ratings of guilt. All of the endogenous variables were regressed hierarchically on the exogenous variables (trial condition and juror gender), culminating in the prediction of predeliberation guilt, F(6, 159) = 33.73, p < .001, R 2 = .56. As shown in Figure 2 , juror gender and child believability directly predicted predeliberation perceptions of guilt. Consistent with our predictions, women were more likely than men to find the defendant guilty. Also, increases in the perception that the child was believable corresponded to increases in judgments of guilt.
As predicted, Figure 2 shows that trial condition was negatively related, albeit weakly, to ratings of doubts about child's full disclosure (1 = very likely child fully disclosed, 6 = very unlikely child fully disclosed), such that jurors in the videotape conditions were more likely to believe that the child disclosed everything concerning the abuse to the social worker during the forensic interview than jurors in the police-officer condition. Juror gender was significantly related to ratings of case details. Specifically, women were more likely than men to consider case details important in their decisions to believe the child. Finally, doubts about child's full disclosure and child's suggestibility negatively predicted ratings of child believability. If jurors did not believe the child disclosed everything during the forensic interview, and if jurors perceived the child to be suggestible, ratings of child believability decreased.
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In summary, the strongest predictor of predeliberation guilt was whether jurors believed the child or not. Several other significant, but weak, paths also were revealed. An indirect path from trial condition to predeliberation guilt via doubts about child's full disclosure and then to child believability was also apparent. Thus, mock jurors who viewed the videotaped forensic interview had fewer doubts about the child's full disclosure and as a result found the child more believable and were more likely to vote guilty. Finally, whether jurors were male or female predicted the perceived importance of case details in their decisions to believe the child and their judgments of defendant guilt before deliberations.
Postdeliberation Ratings
For all postdeliberation analyses, mean jury ratings (n = 15) were used as opposed to individual juror ratings (N = 159). This 91% decrease in sample size affected the power to detect significant differences between juries in the different trial conditions. Of the five juries in the videotape-deliberation condition, four juries asked to review the videotape during deliberations; each jury reviewed the videotape one time. The fifth jury did not ask to review the videotape. Correlational analyses revealed no significant differences between postdeliberation ratings of juries in the videotape condition versus juries in the videotapedeliberation condition who viewed the videotape. Data were analyzed both with the two video conditions collapsed and also with all three trial conditions separated (police officer, videotape, and videotapedeliberation). Either way, one-way trial condition ANOVAs failed to reveal significant differences for any of the postdeliberation ratings, all Fs < 1.82, ps > .20. (The reduced n did not allow for two-way ANOVAs, or for path analysis, and considerably reduced our statistical power to find significant differences.) For instance, no significant main effects emerged for trial condition on juries' ratings of guilt (police-officer condition, M = .45; videotape condition, M = .75; videotape-deliberation condition, M = .44), F(2, 12) = 1.23, p = .33, despite substantial mean differences or for juries' ratings of confidence-of-guilt (police-officer condition, M = 3.17; videotape condition, M = 3.73 videotape-deliberation condition, M = 3.65), F(2, 12) = 1.21, p = .33. To determine if there was enough statistical power to detect significant differences for postdeliberation analyses, a power analysis was performed on mean ratings of postdeliberation defendant guilt. This analysis revealed only a 17% chance of detecting significance at p = .05. Finally, two thirds of the juries could not reach a unanimous decision, perhaps because jury deliberation time was limited to one hour. However, it is interesting that of the two juries voting unanimously "not guilty," both were in the videotape-deliberation condition and thus had a chance to scrutinize the videotaped interview during deliberations.
DISCUSSION
The present experiment was designed to determine how two different forms of hearsay affect jurors' perceptions in child sexual abuse cases. In part because some child victims may be too young to testify, or testifying may be deemed too traumatic, the admission of hearsay in child sexual abuse cases has become increasingly flexible. It is therefore important to understand how jurors perceive hearsay in cases involving children. In the present study, receiving children's testimony via videotape was compared with receiving children's testimony from an adulthearsay witness. In addition, factors influencing jurors' perceptions of witness credibility and defendant guilt were investigated. Finally, possible effects of allowing jurors access to a videotaped forensic interview during deliberations were explored.
To briefly summarize the results, in general, before and after deliberations, trial condition (videotaped testimony versus adult-hearsay testimony) did not directly affect jurors' perceptions of defendant guilt or witness credibility. Rather, the best direct predictor of predeliberation defendant guilt was child believability. There was, however, an indirect relation between trial condition and predeliberation guilt in the path analytic model: jurors who were presented with the videotape were more likely to believe the child disclosed fully during the pretrial forensic interview, which in turn increased child believability ratings and then consequently also increased ratings of defendant guilt. Finally, trial condition did not significantly influence postdeliberation ratings of witness credibility, although limited power may have precluded detection of meaningful differences. Predictions and statistical results are discussed in detail next.
Trial Condition
Trial condition and defendant guilt. An important question addressed in the present study was whether trial condition influences jurors' perceptions of guilt. Although significant predeliberation and postdeliberation differences failed to emerge across trial conditions in defendant guilt and confidence-of-guilt ratings when ANOVAs were performed, an indirect effect of trial condition on predeliberation guilt ratings emerged in the path analysis. Although the effect was of small magnitude statistically, when jurors heard the child's words through the adult-hearsay witness and could not personally view the child, the child's pretrial disclosure to the social worker was considered as less complete. That is, jurors in the police-officer condition were more likely to believe the child did not disclose all details, whereas jurors in the videotape conditions thought it more likely that the child had disclosed all details, even though jurors in both conditions were told they would hear every word the children said. Jurors were indirectly more likely to acquit when faced with hearsay supplied by an adult-hearsay witness.
Previous studies examining the effects of different modalities of testimony on predeliberation ratings of defendant guilt in child witness cases have sometimes found similar indirect effects of testimony modality (e.g., Goodman, Tobey, et al., 1998) but not significant direct or indirect effects on postdeliberation guilt ratings (e.g., Tubb et al., 1999) . For example, Goodman, Tobey, et al. (1998) conducted elaborately staged mock trials wherein children's testimony was presented live or via closed-circuit television. The researchers found no significant direct effects of trial condition on verdicts of guilt in predeliberation or postdeliberation analyses, although there were differences in witness credibility ratings prior to deliberations. In predeliberation analyses, significant indirect effects of testimony modality were evident (e.g., children who testified via closed-circuit television versus in open court were less believed by jurors, and lower child believability predicted "not guilty" verdicts).
Results from Golding et al. (1997) demonstrated a significant difference in guilty verdicts only when both a child and adult-hearsay witness did not testify in comparison to when either testified alone or when both testified.
In contrast, Miene et al. (1992) found that testimony presentation significantly affected mock jurors' verdicts. Specifically, jurors (who had not deliberated) were significantly more likely to find the defen-dant guilty when presented with adult eyewitness testimony as opposed to hearsay. However, the Miene et al. study involved a case of computer theft using written scenarios as opposed to a case of child sexual abuse with elaborately simulated trials. It is possible that whereas eyewitness testimony of adults is perceived more favorably than hearsay testimony of adults, the same pattern does not extend to the testimony of children. Perhaps when the case involves children, jurors focus more intently on the difficulties associated with interviewing young witnesses. It would be interesting to determine in future research whether case type and witness age affect jurors' perceptions of live versus hearsay testimony.
In addition, the present study suggests that jurors may afford less weight to hearsay in videotaped form when allowed to focus on the forensic interview during deliberations. Although nonsignificant (perhaps because of limited statistical power), after deliberations, two juries in the videotape-deliberation condition were the only juries to find the defendant unanimously not guilty. Jurors may scrutinize the interview more closely when allowed the chance to view it during deliberations, which in turn, may permit jurors with skepticism to criticize and raise doubts more frequently. Future studies should explore whether allowing jurors to view videotaped testimony during deliberations increases the chances of acquittal as suggested by our data.
Trial condition and witness credibility. Perceptions of child and adult-hearsay witnesses were examined in relation to how testimony was presented. Jurors in the two predeliberation trial conditions differed in judgments regarding the pretrial forensic interview. First, jurors in the police-officer condition, compared with jurors in the videotape conditions, doubted that the child fully disclosed all details concerning the abuse to the social worker. This finding is consistent with fears that the admission of hearsay will not allow juries to independently appraise the veracity and spontaneity of child's statements (Higgins, 1988) . That is, jurors in the police-officer condition appeared to distrust the completeness of the child's statements from the adult-hearsay witness, whereas jurors in the videotape conditions were able to judge for themselves the veracity and spontaneity of the child's statements. Second, jurors in the videotape conditions compared with jurors in the police-officer condition judged factors related to the interview (e.g., whether the social worker used suggestive questions, or the possibility that the child was coached prior to the interview) to be more important in their decision to believe the adult-hearsay witness (i.e., the police officer). This second finding indicates that jurors in the videotaped conditions felt that they relied more on the interview to make judgments about the believability of the police officer. It is possible that jurors who could see firsthand how the children were interviewed, and that the children were not coerced into their disclosures, were more favorable to the prosecution and thus more likely to believe the police officer, who was a witness for the prosecution.
Factors Affecting Defendant Guilt and Witness Credibility
Three main factors in addition to hearsay presentation were examined in relation to defendant guilt and witness credibility. The first was child believability. Path analysis revealed that jurors' belief in child witnesses was the best predictor of verdicts of predeliberation guilt. This is not surprising because, anecdotally, mock jurors in the police-officer and videotape conditions indicated that the child's testimony was one of the most important pieces of evidence. Thus, whether jurors believed the child was critical in deciding if the defendant was guilty of the alleged crime. Similarly, Schmidt and Brigham's (1996) Truthfulness/Accuracy factor, which is analogous to our Child Believability factor, directly predicted predeliberation judgments of guilt in a simulated child sexual abuse trial (see also Goodman, Tobey, et al., 1998; Tubb et al., 1999) . The second factor examined was case details. Concern with case details was unrelated to trial condition and surprisingly also unrelated to predeliberation guilt. However, case details and juror gender were associated. Female participants, in comparison to male participants, were more likely to consider case details (e.g., whether the defendant had the opportunity to commit the crime) in their decisions to believe the child.
Juror gender was also examined in relation to defendant guilt and witness credibility. Consistent with findings from past studies, female jurors were significantly more likely to find the defendant guilty and were significantly more confident about guilt than male jurors. Significant gender differences in witness credibility ratings did not emerge. For example, in the path model, juror gender was found to be unrelated to ratings of children's disclosure, suggestibility, and believability. Average responses were in a direction consistent with findings from previous studies, such that women were more likely than men to rate the child as credible and confident. Past research has consistently shown that women, in comparison to men, are more likely to convict male defendants in child sexual abuse trials (Crowley, O'Callaghan, & Ball, 1994; Ross et al., 1994; see Bottoms, 1993 , for a review, but also see Nysse, Haegerich, Quas, and Bottoms, 1999) .
That women did not differ significantly from men in child and adult-hearsay witness credibility ratings is surprising. Perhaps an increased focus on children's suggestibility in the recent news has altered the way women, and reinforced the way men, view child witnesses. For example, the popular news program 20/ 20 aired a segment of an empirical study demonstrating that entire false events can be implanted in some children's accounts. This research conducted by Ceci, Huffman, Smith, and Loftus (1994) examined children's responses to misleading questions over a series of repeated interviews. Although the results indicated that only some children made false reports under highly leading interview conditions, 20/20 chose to air an interview with a particularly suggestible child. In addition, well-publicized cases like the Kelly Michaels and McMartin daycare cases may have influenced the way in which people perceive child witnesses. For example, one juror in the present study said during deliberations, "I'm a little influenced by some of the cases that turned out to be, you know, that the children were lying and the person was falsely accused." It may be that, compared to men, women are still less likely to favor defendants (as was evident in guilt ratings), but that child victim-witness credibility judgments are beginning to converge for men and women. Future research should address whether controversial child sexual abuse cases and recent media attention have affected individuals' perceptions of child witnesses. The public's default assumptions about children's suggestibility may be in flux.
Caveats and Limitations
Several limitations to the present study need to be mentioned. First, additional significant effects may have emerged if the sample size had been larger. For example, significant effects of trial condition on predeliberation and postdeliberation witness credibility ratings might have emerged if more participants and more juries had been included. Particularly when postdeliberation analyses were performed and data were aggregated across juries, the power needed to detect small to medium effects was greatly reduced (the sample size was decreased by 91%). Also, the significant effects that were found may have been more robust with the addition of more participants. Second, because only five forensic interviews were used as stimuli, and only one involved a boy, it was not possible to examine potential differences in jurors' reactions to hearsay concerning girl versus boy victims. Third, allowing jurors access to videotaped forms of hearsay during deliberations requires more empirical research before conclusions can be drawn. Fourth, ideally, studies would be conducted in which types of hearsay are examined when one group of children provides false allegations of abuse and another group provides true allegations of abuse. However, in actual cases, it is often difficult to know with certainty if a report is true or false. Fifth, although the mock trials were quite realistic, the trials were simulated and the participants were not actual jurors. Therefore, the findings may not fully generalize to actual child sexual abuse cases. Finally, the combination of having both an adult-hearsay witness and a child witness testify was not examined, and we did not include a condition in which the child or the interviewer took the stand.
CONCLUSIONS
Despite the above limitations, the results of this study may be informative to public policy makers, attorneys, judges, and others who are concerned with children's welfare and defendant's rights. Reducing the number of children required to testify live in court cases is clearly beneficial for some child victims of abuse (Goodman et al., 1992) . The admission of hearsay is often a suggested way to eliminate children's need to testify live in court. However, little is known about how jurors react to hearsay in general, and about how jurors react to different forms of hearsay more specifically. More important, our results suggest that, for the most part, mock jurors reacted similarly to hearsay whether it was presented on videotape or through an adult-hearsay witness. In particular, decisions of defendant guilt were not directly influenced by trial condition, a key component in the controversy surrounding the admission of hearsay. However, indirect effects were evident.
NOTES
1. In legal parlance, the person who makes an out-ofcourt hearsay statement is called the declarant, and the person who comes to court to repeat the child declarant's hearsay is called a witness. However, in the scientific literature, the term hearsay witness is often used. For clarity in this article, the term police-hearsay witness refers to a police officer who testifies in court and repeats a child's out-of-court statements (e.g., the child's words during a forensic interview). Similarly, the more general term adult-hearsay witness refers to an adult who testifies and repeats a child's out-of-court statements.
2. There was not a live-child testimony condition nor a social-worker hearsay condition due to ethical, logistical, and financial constraints. It would have been ethically problematic to subject actual child abuse victims to mock trials about their own victimization. Also, for reasons of confiden-tiality, the child victims and social workers were from out of state. Thus it was not feasible for them to attend mock trials.
3. Girls are more likely than boys to be reported victims of sexual abuse. Obtaining videotapes of forensic interviews with alleged male victims was thus more difficult. The 4 to 1 ratio of girls to boys is an accurate representation of gender differences in rates of reported child sexual abuse.
4. Note that, regardless of trial condition, in each case, a police officer testified. In the videotape condition, the police officer testified about case details and/or the conditions under which the forensic interview occurred. However, only in the police-officer hearsay condition did the police officer also testify about the content of the forensic interview.
5. Closer examination of the relation between trial condition and doubts about children's disclosures revealed a potentially interesting pattern that bears exploration in future studies. When jurors were selected who expressed high levels of doubt about the children's full disclosures (i.e., scored 5 or 6, where 6 = very unlikely that the child fully disclosed), it appeared that two subgroups were included: one (n = 23) that voted "guilty" and another (n = 23) that voted "not guilty." We then examined the relations between trial condition and child believability separately for these two subgroups. For those who voted "guilty," the correlation was -.02, but for those who voted "not guilty," the correlation was .27. Although neither correlation was statistically significant, the pattern suggests that for jurors who were very doubtful that the children fully disclosed and who voted "not guilty," those who were in the police officer versus videotape conditions were less likely to believe the child. This relation was not apparent when jurors were very doubtful and voted guilty. It is possible that modality of hearsay testimony did not influence conviction-prone jurors' belief in the child but did influence defense-prone jurors' belief in that they became less likely to believe the child when presented with the police officer's hearsay testimony.
